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Status 

1 )KI Responsive to cx»mmunication(s) filed on 13 January 2006 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonmal matters, prosecution as to the nnerits Is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) KI Claim(s) 1-13 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) Is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-7 and 9-12 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 8 and 13 is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 have been considered but are moot in 

view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant traverses the rejection of the claims by arguing that the Gibbs et al patent, cited 
against the claims, fails to disclose "calculating a respective error detection code for a subset of 
bits, placmg the subset of bits in a respective transport frame with the error diction code, with the 
transport frames containing subsets of bits from different frames and accompanied by the 
respective error detection codes." Further applicant understands that according to the Gibbs et 
al patent "although there are more than one class per source such as video or audio channel, only 
one corresponding CRC for all the classes is used." By contrast, applicants notes, the claimed 
invention is said to calculate error correction code "for respective K number of subsets, using K 
respective error detection codes." Therefore, applicant concludes, "for example, according to 
some embodiments, K respective CRC codes are calculated for K respective subsets, as opposed 
to only one corresponding CRC being calculated for all the classes." However, the Gibbs et al 
patent does not describe that "only one corresponding CRC" is calculated for all the classes. 
Admittedly, it is true that the patent also lacks a teaching that the CRC is computed for only one 
class. And yet, considering that the purpose of arranging bits in different classes is to give 
more weight to a more significant portion of the bits by providing stronger error correction 
coding, it is more reasonable to read the CRC for video channel is computed for its class 3 and 
the CRC for audio channel is computed for its class 2, respectively. 
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However, in all fairness to applicants, a new prior art is provided in this Oflfice action, 
showing CRC is selectively computed for each class when bits are divided into a plurality of 
classes. 

In addition, regardless of the specification disclosing an embodiment that teaches 
calculating error correction code "for respective K number of subsets, using K respective error 
detection codes" the scope of the claims is broader than the particular embodiment. 
Specifically, the claim recites "calculating a respective error detection code for at least one 
subset of bits included in said at least one set." (emphasis added). Because of the use of the 
phrase "at least one subset of bets" the scope of the claims includes a case where an error 
correction code is computed for just one subset out of a plurality of subsets. 

The following is a new ground of rejection in light of the new prior art reference. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2, The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1-7, 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gibbs et 
al (US 6,71 1,182 previously cited) in view of Lagerqvist et al (US 5,502,713). 

Claims 1,4,7, 9 and 12. 

Gibbs et al discloses a method of forming transport fi-ames, see Fig.l, comprising the 
steps of 

calculating error correction code (CRC) for the bits in a coded-signal fi*ame, 
placing the bits in a respective transport fi"ame with the error detection code. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/03 1 ,424 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2611 

wherein the transport frames contain a plurality of subsets of bits, emanating from 
different coded-signal frames (audio channel and video channel) and accompanied by the 
respective error detection codes. See Fig,3A and 3B. 

Gibbs fails to explicitly teach that a respective error detection code is calculated for at 
least one subset (i.e., class) of bits in the at least one set. 

Lagerqvist et al teach selectively providing an error correction code (CRC) for a "class 
la," which are most sensitive to transmission error instead of computing a CRC for all the 
subsets (classes) with an unstated benefit of reduced overhead. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to compute the error correction code for the video channel and audio channel for a subset 
(class) of each channel that is more sensitive to transmission error than others in forming 
transport frames of the Gibbs, as taught by Lagerqvist et al, for the purpose of reducing overhead 
associated with the adding f CRC. 

Claims 2,5 and 10. 

Gibbs et al teaches that the division of data into classes, i.e., "subsets," are 
determined according to a design criteria, thus they have a varying number of bits. See 3, lines 
11-14. Furthermore, it is well established that the number of error correction code is a matter of 
design choice depending on how much overhead is accepted for improved error correction 
performance. Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to assign a different number of correction code bits "in an increasing 
function of the number of bits" of the subsets. 
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Claim 3. 

The total number of bits in the frame and the total number of bits of the error correction 
codes are constant. See Fig.3A and Fig.3B. 
Claims 9. 

Gibbs et al teaches a method of extracting coded-signal frames from received transport 
frames as a reverse process of the encoding process. See col.7, line 49 - col. 8, line 3. 
Claim 11. 

The total number of bits in the frame and the total number of bits of the error correction 
codes are constant. See Fig.3A and Fig.3B. 



Allowable Subject Matter 
5. Claims 8 and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Y. Kim whose telephone number is 571-272-3039. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8AM ~5PM M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jay Patel can be reached on 571-272-2988. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for impubUshed 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 

March 30, 2006 




KEVIN KIM 
WtTENT EXAMINER 



